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. The workings of schools have Not received the
attention due them in the study of educational administration.. We
need to generate new %igages® or models of school organization that
are more congruent with reality. These aodels need to be refined
through expression. and discussion and selected and changed through .
scientific methodology. Although this jdea is nothing new, it has
been given little attention. In. the past, instead of generating
theories by observing schools, we have borrowed inappropriate models
from administrative science and organizational thaory. Popular models
of school organization like Weber's ideal bureaucracy are of .
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. theory of flexible systeas holds that schools are made up of many

elenents that’ couple and uncouple. (Author/au)
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Barr Greenfield's (1974) address to the Third Intervisitation
Program in Bristol, the text of which was subsequently circulated to all  °
CASEA members ,__-has!-"generated a not inconsiderable amount of debate, both
on this continent and elsev_there (Crane and Halker, 19706, Griffiths, 1977). .
..In essence, Greenfield advanced a preliminary argument for the -adOption of
an aiternate paradism in the study of educational adninistration; _While
I do not subscribe to the Doctrine of the Single Paradigm (Merton. 1976: 43-5).
i seeing no “reason. why. S:Jcia'f Systems theory and-SymboTic Interactionism
cannot co-exist within the same field of inquiry, I cannot but applaud - °
Greenfield's (1974:2) initial rationaie that it is time "... to examine
the theory and assmnotions which underlie the field of study." The
objective of the present paper is to consider the theory and assumptions
that have undergirded one part of the field of study and to outline in a
small W;.V some of . the. alternatives of approach in the future. Tne area
of study is the school and the alternatives to be considered all cluster
amw¢uays of understanding the school as a uhoie, or, to. use first para-
_dign language, as a system ' . _

It is unnecessary to beiabo'ur_iz.vthe fact that schools are
important in the study of educational administravion. They generate the
need for administratiye s_tructures and actions, both withir tnemeives and
at higher levels, and" their outputs"“‘febd our third Tevel educationai .
establishments. That they have not recefved the attention that 15 their
due’ §s a more difficult proposition. Nevertheiess. much of our attention
has focussed on i'.h_'el workings of higher level systems such-as those at the
reg‘iona] and provi‘n‘diai Tevels, with schools being cons jdered someuhat

en paseant ‘as either backdrops for- adwinistrator behavior-or-as-black- -
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boxes in the ennironment of‘highet level structures. Our school level
knowledge tends to deal either with facets of the whole, such as the
respectabie body of knowledge deaiing with school climate, er to be
grounded initheory which may be inapprdpfiate. such as the bnreaueracy
studles (Griffiths, 1977:3). ) ' ' |

- Before dealing directly with these concemns, however, it is
‘ usefuf to consider the nature of theory and knowledge. This is perenially
a contentious topit but nevertheless one from which there is no easy

es cape.

oy

knowledge in Educational Administratinn o .

-~

1 take it as axiomatic’ that our main goal is to produce and
disseminate valid knowiedge to make possibie the better administration of
educational estabiishments. Hhat constitutes valid knowiedge is, of course,
the problem. For at least two decades we have fbiioned the direction N
established by the founding fathers (Gritfiths, 19595 Halpin; 1959) and
have-sought to produce “theeny". In the process we have perhaps Spent too
much energy in tnying«to reach consensus as to uhat‘this may'or may not be
(Crane and Walker, 1976 Griffiths, 1977). ‘Whatever paradigms may rule in , .
the future, theory uiTi stili be important, but perhaps we will be prepared
to take a less definitive approach to understanding the term. Ohe such
approach is ‘presented hy Kenneth Boulding (1966) and what .follows relies
heavily upon his ideas. T .

‘ Bouiding (1266:7-23) maintains that there is only one basic
method of knowledge production, but three types of knowledge: folk, -1iterary
‘and scientific. FolK knowledge is that generated through everyday inter-

action with our environrent. It is the type of knowledge we use to go

. to the posftoffice or}to'participate in a cocktail party. Literany
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know ledign $5 that “recarded 1n writing and scluﬂLlfic_knnwlu&qv {5 that .~
aequired as a resalt of carefnl and refined-ohservatbon and measurement,
In each case the "knowtedge" consists n‘fl\fpmg(-s of realfty that. exinl,
either in the mind M. thn knower, or as-comminicated in some form,
Lach kimi of kntmlodgu may be elther valid or invalid. Vold knowledge
or "lmt.h" fs roprosented by images tllnt are sutficiently umt]ttwnl with |
reallty to ensure successful actfon now nml to nrovide for reasonab ly
accurate predictions of futurve states. Cumjrui.iy 15 estahtlshed.hy
i tosthu; inm;ps against pmwnt l.'éality or by establishing tho accuracy
ol pl'udi(.tvd (utllr‘e r‘oalitios. I an image dut:«; nol prove Lo be valid
as o rt.sult. nf this testing, then the lmage is Mthcr repiaced or mulatod
to woeed ont the error, . ‘

In the case of folk knowledge, he fmages are comnonly
adjusted-as o resull of everyday 1iving, lhm‘...,il' we use an invelid
fmage to flnd our way to the post cffice, then this s rapidly corrected,
usually by asking our way of | passers by. Litorary knowiledge is° subjoct
to less l'd;lid.(:(ll‘l"(!(:tf;n‘ feedf;’aék.-' and may suffer from a-defect in that
the authority of the recovded word may often be great, allowing error to

, remafn uncorrected, ‘lf we use .a map or guide book to rin;i our way to the
" post office and discover that the presented fmage is.invali(l. we nay
abs:'ndnn the wap and -i'esnr;. to avgilable folk knowledye or folk validation
techniques to find our way, but the map will remain to .mis!eati others.
- Scie_ln;tifig knowledge also relies on -the creation and testing

“of images. Fhe selection-mutation of mages is achicved by a more

sophistfcated process understood as the '_scie'ntific method', that is, the

testing of ﬁyputheses be carcful and refined observational measurement.
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10 et;sure that hypotheses may be both generated and tested, the-image
canrot remain in an inchoate or non-communicable fovrm, but must be
expressed as; an operatjonal nodel from which; statements and predi;:tions
may be derived by l:ogicel and mathematical inference. The testing of

- these statements demands refined observation and measurement of such a
calibre that our normal pereeptual mechanisms a‘re frequ'ently inappropriate,
so that we need to dere]op ‘specralized instrumentation. New 1mages |

. freguently demand new instrumentation; such as ‘the telescope to test -the
) }‘ "COpernican image of the universe-.' and the 0CDQ to test the Halpin and "
e Croft (1963) image of schoo! climate.
’ . The important fdea here is the irﬁage and whether or not
i this is congruent with reality. This 1p;age may be termed a model or a
theory. it does not much matter, providirg it is expressed in clear terms
and allows for‘ inference to, and prediction-of, actual phenomena. Further-
more, a scientific image ideaHy represents an entire Togical class of
) things such as atomic nucleii R free enterprise. economies or schools. In
add‘ition. folk knowledge, by virtue of its genesis in individual experience,
can only represent systems in the environment in which it was gained, while
scientific knekledge has the capacity of being valid for all systems of
i:he same type and for dealing with ﬁv;sﬂy more complex systems than can be

* known through 1n&1vidual experience. A valid image of the location of the
post office in my town is useless elsewhere, but, a'valid' scientific image
'(theory i you prefer) of the Tocation of post offices in Canadian settle-
ments can be of use When | visit other -locations. \

This is the raison d'etm for the theory movement in

-

educat“.fonal administration. By generating and disseminating valid




scientific Images of educational establishments and appropriate
administrator‘bﬁhqvior. we can prepare people to behave in systems and
‘positions uh;ch go beyond their personal expe;ience; The existence of
more than one type of knowledge also provides the root of the iheony/
practice controversy. The practice argument tends to rest on”the useful-
ness of folk knowledge, that is valid knowledge gained through personal
experienpe. the theory argument on the usefiutlness of scienti fic knowledge,
that is valid images géneraied wunder the impact. of refined ekpression,
observation and testing. Confusion arises from the fact that both types

1]

can be valid and useful. : . - ' -

What does all this mwean for our concemn with schools?

Thereoare several obvious points, the stéting.of which may seem over

¥

pedantic. .
1. We need to generate images of schools which appear.congruent .
with. their reality. .
. These images then need to b; refined and’ operationalized through
expression and discussion.
. The resulting scientific images then need to be tested, seleéted
any pfopablf'@utated through an application of scientific'
_ methodology. l ’ .
Despite the obviousness of these conclusjions, there appears
little evidence that we have given them our serious attention. Rather
than gfneratjng images of schools, we have tendﬁd to plunder the literary

knowledge of administrative science and organizational theory, acguiring

pre-packaged images originally developed to représent non-school phenomena.
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There would appear to be Tittle wrong with this “if the literature and

the 1mage§10ﬂ which we base our conceptions-of schools and their ‘. ,5
administration clearly apply. We have made the major assumption that
they do. This assumptfon ;ests on the somewhat commonplacéhitatemeﬁgﬁuﬁ_
that schools are organizations. Thus defined, schools are seen as Eembers
of ; major category of sopiﬁl phenomena that subsumes factorigs, aﬁmiés,

hospitals, insurance agencies and government ministries, to name but

a few. If the process of adninistration 1s essentially the same in ali

of these social systems, then it may follow thqt'images of them-and the
knowledge derived from the testing of these images, apply to coﬁsideration
of schools and their administration. Thus, the pursuit of a general
theory of administration prospers and the use'of éaplpﬂ's (1975)'r§cent

© text "How to Run Any Organjzation“ is sanctioned in the training ?f

school priﬁcipals.sxﬂhy then boéher to distinguish*ﬁur discipline as
educational adninistration? Why not throw in our Tot with the business
schools and other vendors of managerial know-how and let us all practice
and preach the doctrine of*generalgaqministratiqp? The answer frequently
given 1s that educational organizations are different from business
organizations. This too §s a commonplace, but have we seriously considered
just'how and in what ways educational establishments in general, and
schools in particula}, are different? Have we spent time generating and
testing images of schools "as schools. A few examples suggest that we

_have not, .
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['R(.ct.nt Images of Scl Schools
Carver and Sergiovanni's (1969) reader, organizations and
Humern, He-};um'.u{':. Fosun a;: o.':’uhuv:fu is one of the few '&d[lcatic—na_l adminis-
tr?tion texts that purporis to 'dea! specifi’cally' with schools. It has _
four parts, one dealing, as we might anticidate. t:’lt‘,h the.‘nature and use
of theory, two dealing with huma:n bepavior and one with thé ndturd of
organizations. In th‘i.s"f Tast sect:.ion. Brﬂy one of the nine arti clas

L. . , 1 iy
deals specifically with educational establisbments, and this outlines

J .
the impediments to innova_tibn that may be expected in any Weberian

'bureaucracf . The balance of the articles deal with var.ious imayes, of
organi'zati‘ons or organizational properties, ali taken from the erratur:e
of organi;ational théory with only passing attentior‘l being given to schools.
This examgle provides a reasonable vignette of the way we
have tended to generate an understanding of schools. "vr lmages. be
they complete or partiat, have been borrowed wholesale from non~school
settings. -The bu@ucracy saga is partiéularly i1lustrative in this
respect for the general 1‘ne of reasoning in educational administration
is i‘.hat schools ayd organizations, and, if d more predise operational
image is required, then they are Weberian or neo-Weberian bumaquacies.
Indeed, Hoyle (1976:5) has remarked that much Of the organizational theory
used in educational adninistrationuis "Tittle more than a footnote to
Weber." &3 ) ) -
Weber* s (1947) inlagg_gj_an idealmtype‘bm
“characteri:ed by at least twenty-»five different featui‘es from salaried
employees through fixed spheres of competence‘ to the genotypical faeture

of administration based on files. Perhaps the single most characteristic




ua_ - ‘ .’.ﬂ" -
feature jis' the 1egai-rationai au.hority base. However, most researchers

who have tested the vaiidity of this 1mage for schools have used an )
abbreviated set of characteristﬂcs commonTy inciudinq hierarchy of
authority, procedurai specifications behavioral rules and: the ex1stence

' of professional quaiifications for empioyment. Thus most research into )
“schools 2 Weberian bureaucracies is reaiiy an attempt to Validate Hall's.
(1963) and MacKay' s (1969) imzge of Heber s originai conception. Furthers_'
more; the bulk of this research.has concentrated on the perceotions of
teachers:and principaiss largely ignoring the iower order Qarticipants;
who are certainly important menbers , and who, incidentaiiy,'can easi]y |
be accommodated in Weber's origina] statement (Aibrow, 1970). The major
outcome of this investigation into “schoois has been a two factor image
of the administrative sub-system of high schools, although these fabtors
have been Tabelled in variods ways by varfous researchers: Thus Kolesar
(1967), following MacKay {1968) and Robinson (1966) identifiéd an Authority "
dimensicn composed of hierarchy of authority, rules for inqumoents,
procedural specifications and impersonaiity suo;scales df the School

N

0rgan£zdt£on Inventory and an Expertise dimension composed of the

technfcal competence and specialization sub- scales. Similar dimensions”ppﬂﬂwlfaﬂ~**”
were identified by Punch (1969:54) and Ishemoo_—__nd Hoy-(19727897,
aithough differgnt_names uere"coined Nonetheiess the validity of a

two factor image of high school administrative structures can still be
questioned as some. of the data-analyses mentioned hint that\the "Authori ty*
dimension may be composed of two discrete factors, thus suggesting. a three
factor soiution; Furthernore. it has beéen suggested that the' very concept
of school structure may be invalid (Roboins and Miller, 1969). These

10
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concerns. plus the nature of the model as a mutation from the originai

”'image, require further validation and euen if then founﬂ to be reasonably

4

accurate, this uiii stiii'be a very. partial fmage of sghools. , -

If we follow Perrow (1972) then the “state 6f the art"
image in“organizational theory at present is the, neo-Weberfian bureaucraey
This s a much more complex proposition than Weber’ s origina! formuiation
In capsule form, the neo-weberian image accommodates informal and non- -
formal aspects of human association, recognizes the importance of . ‘
environmentai aspects, acknowledges that different taskssrequire different
routines (or non-routinesi and that therefore Organizationai structure
Hiii differ with the task. technoiogy used in each organization, and the
environment in which it is embedded. “Heber s fdeal type is seen as”ideal
onir when tasks are proqrammed and routine, recognition being given to -

wan's tendency to satisfice in the face  environmental turbulence.

This complexity results from an attempt to integrate

many eclectic images of-organization into a coherent whole. It is.

somewhat akifito Griffith's (1977:1-2) description of the accepted para-

_..-"""

" dign in our discipiine, that is, "the Getzels-Guba- sociai systems modei

role theory, decision theory. bureaucrac and systems theory." The
nes-Weberian imageaccomnodates all™of this and more. For anyone
sociilized idto the core Hterature of organizationai theory, then the
neo-Weberiam image'ueuid be. that most 1ikely used to describe andhanaiyse

organization including schooi At present there would, appear'to be no‘

< comprehensive attempt to vaiidate the accuracy of this image as it

~ apples to schools. Neverthe,]ess. séveral comments are possible:

1. This image was generated ahd refined mainly as a result of




considerations of nan-school systems. Thus it may 'be expected to yield
valid knowledge only about those systems from ;iifich it was de'veioped,:-
. such as business, political and miiitary establishments. g / '
2. The neo-Weberian image iair.s not inconsiderabie stress on how
organizations do what they ldo,,,that is, their technology. Present'fy,
we Know very ii‘ttle abiout schooi technology, having, tended to leave the
probiems of iearning, teaching and sociaiizing t0 the psychoiogists and

"'6

socioiogists - If the neo-Heberian image is to be tested' for' its _
~ congruency to schoois then: we wiii need to rectify this, and in doing ‘
50 ye may find’ aiternatwe images of schools more usefui Lo,
‘ . 3. Finaiiy, the neo- Heberian image contains much that is appiicabie
: to social systems in generai .The dividing Tine between organizations
, *and jther types of soc ji systems such as primary groups and»”comunitiies
. §s less than cle Thus, n considering the nature of schools, we .
~should nc}_gssume that the neo-Weberian fmage has any more potentiai
, vaiidity than do other alternate images. . ' .
_ ‘ Hhere then, does this lead us? It uiouid appear that ‘the
“obvi ous" ob;ecti ves' in the generation of vaiid knowlédge about schools

stated above stiii require much attention. « .
a . Y ’ ) <

»

Strat,egies for tile Futire -
S Erikson 5 (1975) ﬁece{ t paper suggests that we will be

o

paying inereased atrention to sehools in the future and that and
appmpriate Jine of ttack uiii be to consider schools "in the light of
reas_onabidy sophisi:icated organizationai theory." Given the- comments in_

the fi rst section of this) paper:: then 1 would suggest that we have two

-4

' . h { . "
major altermatives.. E‘ither,ige may continve to rely hea\{iiy upon constructs,

12
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models and theories ». that is images,’developed in the 1iterature of -

- organizational theory and run ‘the risk of thése being incangruent with

“Tthe reality of schoois -or we may--focus-our-_attention_more clearly on L
schoois themseives. The fi rst of thase alternatives would adhere to the

“nunitidiscipiinary" approach in eduoationai adminfstration uhich has been . .

B 0 characteristic in the. past, and uouid be in the tradition of contributing

to a generdl science of adnﬁnistration (Hoyie, 1969 37). The other

aiternative, yhidi appears preferable, would constifute a major change

dn strategy and would be in conformance with the predicted paradigm

shift in our discipline (Greénfield, 1‘974;, Griffiths, 1§77)_. The remainder

.. of. this pape_r skétches how such a change may develop.

- A first"step is to recognise the way in which schools are

d'i‘fferent from oth’er organizations Thére are perhaps two, a]ternatives

" of emphasis here: either we. identify schools as discrete objects: .

particularly different. from all other social systems, and determine to

l' -study schools 2 schools, or, we recognise that schools are mzmbers of a

particular set of organizations whith as a ciass are different ﬁ.rom those
types of organizations conmonly studied in organizatior-al theory. This
second option couid begin from the recent work of Hasepfeld and -Engiish
(19?4) who have r;ecogn_if;d-‘a set. of establishments dubbe"d Human ServiceA '
drganizations. gh;racteristics ‘of these are that their goals are ,
problematical and antigﬁous -their technology fndeterminany, they tend

to rely on professional staff, they tend to Tack useful measures of
effectiueness "and that they aré people processing systems and thus staff .
client relations form their key activity (Hasenfeid and Engiish 1974:8-21),
As members of this sot, schools acquire some® seemingiy strange bed fellows




such as prisons and mental hospitals. Nevertheless, the characteristics.

as 1isted sketch an albeith fuzzy image which appears reasonably congruent

uith schoois.

recognized as important and uhich tend to support the first option are

as foiiows. . _
1. The domesticity of the school. .This is a concept

advanced by Carlson (1964) who pointed out that pubiic schools do not,

for the most part, have to attract cHents. The students are compelled

to ittend, and, furthermore, once inside the scnoois; students have little

controi over their participation, activities being largely predetermined \

by others. ﬂhiie this characteristic-is not unigue, being shared by*

other human servicevorganizations, it would appear to set schools apart

from many other types of sociai system by mandating complete dependency
- upon demographic and geographic forces, as we have recently become acuteiy

aware. Thue schoois may not easily create new markets or locate where

th'ey' will, rather they are prey to uidespréad and relatively unpredictaoie

o o

forces in the 7socv al ‘envi ronment.
‘ . 2. The particular. nature of the client.” Sonoois are -
. required to deal uith chitdren, that is, unenfranchised special status®
but assumedly *normal’ peopie and are thus constrained in what they may
" do and how they may do it. The oniy other widespread social system in
~ which’ chiidren may fonm the centre of attentiont is_the family, thus
" perhaps profitabie insightsﬁn;;ESehgained from considering sociei systems
« that are no; generally subshmed under the classification of organizations.

Furthanmoro, there are far more students than other role occupiers in




schools, which is an obvious but perhans very important characteristic,

3. The importnace of autoncmy rather than authority.
Sometime nast.‘Katz_(1964) advanced a penerfui argument to the effect that
schools-are—characterized more by teacher and stndent—autonomy than by
administrator or teacher authority. That fs°to say tnat mucn of the
activity of schools is not directed and controiied by internal or externai
| avthority structn}es. but is rather\characterized'by independence from
,such structures, as is represented by the great deal of freedom“accorded
classroom teachers, and, in some schools, students themselves.
4. The “deconcentrated" pattern of organizations This
term was coined by Dror {1973) in her description of education systems. e
hand stresses the importance of ‘school ciasses as -the vitaliy important
productive sub-systems of schools. In all schoois the productive activity
takes piace within simple and small social systems -that have a iimited
" life span and Timited and unique membership. These SYstems may be more
" akin to primary groups than organizations, and are essentially temporary
-systens (Miles, 1964).. |
5. The geﬂerai-laqh*of performance related feedback. Also .
remarked unon by Dror (lQ?q:lS)'this 15 a characteristic that stems fron

“the intangibility ot school goals, and the Tong time serial production

process which In most schools ensures that final outputs ‘are not i
realized for a considerabie number of years The effects of any changes
in the processing of students uiii iikeiy take a considerabie time to
become manifest.

6. The intenseiy poiiticai nature of schooiing How stndents

are taught and what they iearn is Of interest and- importance—to-many—peopie—

Cet Bemr emme am
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and systems. Parents want their children treated ih a particular
: ‘ \

fashion, interest groups want particular knowledge disseminated or
expunged, and the politi cai and economic systems of the future require
the inculcation of certain behaviors and knowiedge. Thus as Waller (1932)
observed, schools are in-a constant state of perilous equitibrium,
» being constantly threatened and manipulated by interested external parties.
These six characteristics .are iikeiy'oniy a sampie of the
‘particuiariy distinctive characteristics of schools.. Each by itself
~ may not signify difference, but taken together, they may. ueii define a
:unique type of social system and they certainiy jndicate aspects of
reaiity to be accommodated by any reasonabiy congruent image of schoois
. that we may deueiop in the future However, the main point here is that
| in studying schoois we must take pains_to be aware of how they differ
from and correspond to other social objects avaiiabie for study, .stch as- ’
organizations and non-organizations, bureaucracies and .non-bureaucracies,
human service and non;human seruiceiorganizations. In doing this we may
have to reject Halpin's (1958) arguments against the:deueiopnent,bf.
- taxonomies in educational administration. For, before'we can ever begin
to develop adequate images of objects of importance it would seem
vitally necessary to identify and separate each type of object from other
similar but different objects. Thus we shouiH not assume that school
boards ministries of education and schoo}s are all nembers of the same
iogicai ciass of objects and thus amonabie to comprehension analysis and
expianation via the same image. Similarly, we should not assume that’ high‘

schools, eiementary schoois and administrative sub-systems occupy. the

same ceii in any typology we_may develop. ‘ _ d_;___ﬁ




Having defined the targets of our attention, which is the
flrst step, then the next stage would appear to be the development of
abstract conceptualizations, that is, images of these obJects In doing
this the object should surely be to generate as many seemingly sujtabie
images - as possible, The question is how, Several approaches seem

¥ possible.

1, We may tap extant literary knowledge. There s much
more to the Titerature of organization theory than Heberian and neo~
Heberian bureaucracxn_ Some seeming useful mages are Goffman's (1961)
concept of the total institution Selxnick s (Perrow, 1972 177- 202) more i
flexible “institutional” notions and. the Tavistock socio-technical model
(Burns and _Stalker, 1961). These images either by themselves or melded

co together with other views, could well prove fruitful Furthermore, there -
are the writings of other social commentators, some current afd some
historical that may be of value, such as Michelis (1959) and Spencer (1897)
There is no reason why we should restrict ourselves to, sociological or

organizational literature in doing this, - Imeges in dramatic or narrative

uritings may furnish kernels for future development Dickens. for example.

has much to say about schools and schooling.‘ -
2, We may tap exisﬁlng folk knowledge, This-would appear
. to be part of the phenomenological alternative and would revolve around
the explication of fmages a]ready developed in the mlndS‘Of those that
| spend time Jn, or dealing with, schools. In dividual principals :teachers.
.Students- and parents have developed conceptions of their schools .and we

could-well invest tine and energy in extracting. refining and reporting

these~images seekiny*both commonalities between them and congruence with

other images developed in other.ways. = .

+

-~




3. We may study schools di rectiy and scrutinize descriptive
school data available in order to develdp images which accommodate the
.realitg we perceive. Reanalysis of extant data and findings from the -
bureaucracy studies is one option here with- the possibiiity of forcing
1nformative mutations of existing images The gathering ‘and anaiysis of
general data is another option as {s-the serious consideration of some
‘recently generated images that have been offered by Cohen, March and
‘OTSGH (1972) and Weick (1976). - Both of these images have been reviewed

: by Griffiths (1977), but botﬁ their fom and the method of their devel-

) opment are {llustrative and worthy of. consideration here. Y

Organized Anarchy

The Cohen, March and: Olsen (1972} image is variously
known as the Garbage Can Theory or:. the Organized Anarchy Hodel. lt
© o, was generated in order to accomadate generai observational data deaii'ng
with the operation of, and decision-making in, eleven universities. 1t
‘suggests that because of the generaiiy unciear goals, changing membership
and indetenninate technology of these ‘establishments (that is, their

human service_character:istics), they are forced. to function through

- ¥

essentially non-rational ‘coping str’_"ategies. " Thus non-rational, unpredictabie'

activity tends to be character'is}}c ‘and anar_chj rather than stable ~
authority is the 'natural’ state of affairs So:ne implications of such
as image for schooi administrators have been recentiy expounded by
Miklos (1978). We may be content here to note the remarkabie congruency
of this image with that of Waller's ("1932) “perilous equiiibrium"

(conceptioo and the manner 1n which the image easily accomodates severai '

of. the characteristics of schoois outiined previously

B
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Flexible Systems

Heicx s (1976) notion of educational organizations as
loosely conpled_systems is a fi“gi9xf@915 of_original image production
~to acconnndate percel ved realityug«lhe original article (1976 1) begins
with an extended metaphor likening a school to an unconventional soccer_
game with many players all with differing conceptiOns of the rules, but
who, nonetheless manage some cooperative action and maintain some form

of shared identity. After remarking on how the traditional-bureaucratic

image of schools fails to accommodate the differing realities suggested,

Weick proposes the image of schools as systenghnith many elements that
couple, decouple and exist together and apart over different time spans,
‘for dfffering purposes and in response’ to various forces Altogether,
he offers at’ Jeast fifteen connotat{ons of "Toose coupling”, many of
uhich make a great deal of intuitive sense and offer new and exciting
images of schools and school processes. The paper is essentially
'concerned uith *mage devexopment (Heﬁck uses the term 'fmage’ frequently)
and draus from each of the three alternative and complimentary approaches
suggested here. For example, Weick draws from extant literary images
including the uritings of Steinbeck (1941) from records of essentially
A folk images (Mitroff and Kilmenn, 1974) and from descriptive observation
of schools themselves The resulting impression stresses the flexibility
and adaptability that we May assume is necessary to accommodate the forces
generated by the characteristics. 1isted above.
¢ The image of.schools as Toosely coupled flexible systems
will Tikely find much use in the future for its 5tféﬂgfﬂ%llﬁE,DQEsEEEEJX#_“_—
in its rich.and evocative portrayal of schools, but also in its genesis




<

for it is one-of the very few images of schools generated from a

u

consideration of schools. Despite this aptness we should not be content

to-rest our»future efforts on one single image, regardless of its

seductivenass. We should bend some portion of our’energies to developing -

more alternate conceptionsl There‘are certainly many more images awaiting

discovery and articulation.’ For example, the agricultural metaphor

shows great potential for the long and careful Drﬁcess of -nurturing .
~ucrops seems. to have much in common with nurturing the mihds and bodies

of the young Furthermore a recognition that schools and families may

have much in common " Dreeben (1968 3) notwithstanding, may open the

gates for serious consideration of biotogical analogs from the emergent

field of socio-biology (Box, 1973).

£

Perhaps the . alternate case uill prevail, however, and as
. soon as we begin building new and potentially more.congruent images of
schools -by studying, schools, then we will find the field so rich- that
‘we wdll concentrate on- image building rather than image testing. It
must be stressed, therefore. that the development of new and rich. images.még
of schools, while essential, is only a precursor to the production of -
valid scientific knouledge about schools The images must be operationalized
. through, if you prefer. the development of ‘theory s  then tested against
: the reality they purport to represeht through careful formulation of
',hypotheses.and subsequent testing of these. In the paradigms of the
future, the methodological alternatives will Tikely be many and will
include both the new and the old, for new scientific images frequently

ﬁ__requjre neu_instrumentation and new methodologies for their testing, the
development and application of which are sure to.yield their crop of

20"
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surprises, for, to gliote Boulding (1966:21) for the last time, “... it is

only by unexpectedness that knowledge increases,” and future knowledsfe,

=

’js, by definition, unpredictable.
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